
Alyssa Ney (UC Davis)  

Grounding in the Philosophy of Mind: A Defense  
 
One of the major trends in metaphysics in recent years has been in the 
development and application of novel conceptual frameworks for representing 
facts about realism, fundamentality, and metaphysical priority. Of particular 
interest has been the concept of grounding (proposed by Paul Audi (2012), Kit 
Fine (2001), Gideon Rosen (2010), and Jonathan Schaffer (2009) among 
others). Although, some of those working on first-order metaphysical problems 
were quick to see the utility of this notion, in the philosophy of mind, these 
proposals have been met with skepticism. A commonly voiced complaint (see 
especially Jessica Wilson's (2014)), is that these metaphysical concepts are 
philosophically superfluous; they add nothing to the concepts philosophers of 
mind have already had in their toolboxes for years. This paper's aim is to defend 
the use of grounding in philosophy of mind against this criticism.  I will show 
that by utilizing the grounding framework, we are able to offer novel, 
conciliatory positions allowing us to move past some debates that have been 
carrying on in the philosophy of mind for decades. 
 
 



The Reducibility Thesis 

ABSTRACT 

We are all familiar with theoretical identity sentences such as ‘Water is H2O’ and ‘Pain is C-

fiber stimulation.’ These identity sentences rely on the thesis that we have discovered, 

empirically, that the macrophysical properties of a chemical substance or a biological function 

can be explained by or reduced to certain microphysical phenomena. Accordingly, even though 

reductionism in general has not been a popular position for a while, most philosophers seem to 

be implicitly committed to a type of reductionist thesis concerning these familiar identity 

sentences. Let us call this The Reducibility Thesis: 

(RT) A complex macrophysical phenomenon being reducible to microphysical 

phenomena means that all the macrophysical properties of the relevant entity can be 

determined in terms of the microphysical properties of its constituents. 

In other words, (RT) suggests that microstructure metaphysically determines macrostructure. 

In this paper, (RT) will be examined with respect to two case studies, one at the interface 

between chemistry and physics, the other at the interface between biology and chemistry. The 

first concerns the phenomenon of electronegativity, i.e., the chemical property that acts as a 

measure of the tendency of an atom to attract a bonding pair of electrons. The second concerns 

haemoglobin, i.e., the protein molecule in red blood cells that carries oxygen. We will see that 

despite appearances, it is not straight-forward to establish (RT) in either case. What we can 

establish is that there is a correlation between microphysical and macrophysical properties. The 

significance of this correlation is examined. 
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The	case	for	nothing	buttery	
One widespread  interpretation of what  reduction means  is nothing buttery1. Nothing buttery  is often 

cashed out as the idea is that something is reduced when science can show what the thing consists of. 

Alleged examples of nothing buttery  reasoning of  this  sort are Michael Ruse and Edward O. Wilson’s 

claim  that  ethics  is merely  an  illusion  fobbed  off  on  us  by  our  genes  (Ruse  and Wilson  1985)  and 

Sigmund  Freud’s  claim  that  religious  belief  is  the  result  of  neurosis  (Freud  1961).  Nothing  buttery 

reasoning of  this  sort has  rightly been  criticized  for being  too  simplistic. A  common  response  is  that 

showing what something consists of does nothing to prove the illusory status of that thing. In this paper 

I will develop an account of nothing buttery that does allow for conclusions of this kind. 

The  simplistic  notion  of  nothing  buttery  misses  clarity  about  what  is  being  reduced  and  how  an 

explanation can do it. As to the how, as critics point out, referring to the constitutive parts will not do. A 

better way  is by  laying bare the mechanism(s) that  lead(s) to the thing under  investigation. By reverse 

engineering scientists can give an explanations for how something came about (see Bechtel 2011; Craver 

2006). Mechanistic explanations show what is needed for something to come about and what is not. The 

target of  reduction  is everything  that  is not needed  to bring about  the  thing under  investigation. For 

example, in the case of ethics some argue that biology provides an evolutionary mechanism because of 

which  ethics  emerge.  This  mechanism  does  not  need  moral  facts  or  even  moral  realism.  If  an 

evolutionary mechanism like this is available, moral facts and moral realism can be called reduced. In the 

case of  religious belief,  some have argued  that cognitive  science can construct cognitive mechanisms 

that explain why people hold religious beliefs (e.g. Barrett 2004; Boyer 2002). These mechanisms do not 

need the existence of a god. Therefore if a strong case for these mechanisms can be made, gods can be 

called reduced. 

One can object that mechanistic explanations do not reduce anything because they do not exclude the 

existence  of  anything.  The  evolutionary  mechanisms  producing  ethics  indeed  do  not  exclude  the 

existence of moral facts nor moral realism and the cognitive mechanisms at the root of religion do not 

exclude  the  existence  of  god(s).  However  the  principle  of  parsimony,  stating  that  one  should  not 

postulate more kinds of entities than required forbids this move.  

My updated version of nothing buttery reasoning offers a way how successful reduction  is possible.  It 

can be applied in other discussions, for example about free will or common sense. 

   

                                                            
1 The term was coined by Donald Mackay (Mackay 1979). 
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Psychology, Still not Autonomous After All these Years 

 

A perennial debate in the philosophy of psychology is the debate over the autonomy of the 

discipline from other sciences. Traditionally the debate has revolved around the reduction of 

psychological theories to lower-level theories, that is, over a metaphysical question. In this 

incarnation it boils down to the following question: are mental states multiply-realized by 

neurophysiological states? Recently, some philosophers have opened a new front in the debate. In 

the wake of important works on mechanisms and mechanistic explanations in biology (Craver and 

Darden 2013) and neuroscience (Craver 2007), they have argued that psychological explanations 

are in fact mechanistic explanations and, from this fact and the claim that neuroscientific 

explanations are mechanistic, they have drawn the conclusion that psychology is not autonomous 

from neuroscience (Piccinini and Craver 2011). I take it that this shift in the debate is important. 

Autonomy is an epistemic concept and recent work from the mechanistic front points in this 

direction. However, the debate over mechanistic explanations in psychology has been muddled by 

two confusions: first, that the concept of autonomy is epistemic has not been well recognized ; 

second, participants in the debates haven’t been clear on whether their claims should be taken to 

be normative or descriptive. In this paper, I intend to argue against the autonomy of psychology 

from neuroscience by defending the thesis that psychological explanations should be mechanistic 

explanations. In the first part I will explain why the concept of autonomy should be considered 

neither as metaphysical nor as methodological but as epistemological. In the second part, I will 

develop a theory of empirical support according to which empirical support is strongly tied to 

predictive power. Finally, to drive my point home, I will show that this requires mechanisms to be 

sketched in psychological theories. 
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Reductionism with a human face: from mysterianism to meta-mysterianism 

 In order to explain the apparent inexplicability of subjectivity in physicalist terms  

Colin McGinn developed a peculiar doctrine that states that we cannot understand 

consciousness and its relation to physical phenomena due to a structural feature of our mind 

which makes it “cognitively closed” to certain properties, concepts, and theories. The correct 

physical theory of consciousness is thus outside of our understanding. Since McGinn assumes 

that there is such theory, he exemplifies an odd form of naturalism aptly named – by himself – 

as “transcendental physicalism” (cf. McGinn 1989, McGinn 1991, McGinn 1999). The 

doctrine had its forerunners: we can trace its outlines in Thomas Nagel’s famous paper “What 

Is Like to Be a Bat?”(1974), as well as in works by Noam Chomsky (1975, pp. 155-6) and 

Jerry Fodor (1983, p. 124). Owen Flanagan nicknamed the followers of this doctrine the “new 

mysterians” (Flanagan 1991, p. 313). 

 Transcendental physicalism is a metaphysically and epistemologically awkward 

position. It presupposes ontological claims that theories exist independently of our cognition 

and language – the human mind is able to access them but it does not constitute them. It is 

indeed mysterious how can one reconcile this claim with physicalism.  Moreover, 

epistemological arguments given by McGinn to support the cognitive closure thesis exclude 

the possibility of formulating it: the “McGinnean mind” – as reconstructed from his reasoning 

(see e.g. McGinn 1999, pp. 50–52) – lacks the cognitive powers to detect its own limits. 

 The solution I propose tries to avoids the problems transcendental physicalism causes 

while preserving some of its basic intuitions. I agree that we face persisting incompatibility 

between the two cognitive (and conceptual) perspectives: the subjective (first-person) and the 

objective (third-person), while neither of them is able to give us the answer to the so-called 

“hard problem of consciousness”. I argue that if we look carefully enough at this problem, we 

see that the mystery is not located on the level of the physical but on the metalevel of the 

conceptual: not only are we not able to  give the correct answer to the question of the physical 

theory of consciousness but we cannot formulate the very question. Since, as David Chalmers 

pointed out, physics can give us nothing more than structures and dynamics of physical 

processes and subjectivity is understandable neither as a structure, nor a a physical process 

(Chalmers 1996, p. 118), we cannot know how to ask our question within the physical 

conceptual perspective. Any attempt to form the question yields either some sort of naive 

transcendent metaphysics, or reductive account of consciousness. 
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 There is, however a proper ground for asking the question about subjectivity. The 

question is legitimate within the first and the second-person conceptual perspective and we 

are able to provide an answer for it. The real mystery – the one that we cannot resolve – lies in 

the clash of our two conceptual perspectives. Their incoherence cannot be investigated 

because there is no ground for such an investigation. It is for this reason I call my position 

“meta-mysterianism”. 

 The idea of meta-mysterianism is related to Wittgenstein's late philosophy of mind and 

language, however it may be worth noting that my stance is not completely Wittgensteinian 

since I reject Wittgenstein's therapeutic meta-philosophy: the philosophical problem of 

subjective mind (i.e. the incompatibility between the subjective and the objective conceptual 

perspective) will never disappear, contrary to Wittgenstein's expectations (1953, §133). I do 

not believe that the only source of philosophical problems is our misunderstanding of  

linguistic practices. The other source is our irremovable need of a coherent picture of the 

world. Here I disagree with philosophers who endorse the plurality of conceptual resources 

(cf. Putnam 1999, p. 38). 

 Meta-mysterianism affirms reductionism in the sense that it excludes the possibility of 

any fruitful non-reductive strategy against the mind-body problem. At the same time it leaves 

room for philosophical considerations within the first and the second-person perspective. But 

such conisderations may bring elucidations only, not solutions to our troublesome situation. 
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Some modal problems  in the idea of higher-level causes S ES

Causal  exclusion  seems  to  set  insurmountable  challenges  to  nonreductivism:  if  higher-level

properties  are  distinct  from their  lower-level  realisers,  and  the  dynamics  of  the  lower-level  is

causally complete, the higher-level properties seem to left without a causal role to play (barring

overdetermination). One way for the nonreductivist to try to challenge this argument is to zoom in

to the notion of causation at play, and claim that if one adopts a counterfactual notion of causation,

causal  exclusion  worries  can  be  dispensed  with  and the  idea  of  higher-level  causation  can  be

vindicated. Recently, a particular version of this line of argumentation has been gaining popularity,

a version that relies on a “difference-making” account of causation.

I  will  present  a  two-stage,  dialectical  modal  argument  against  the  idea  that  there  can  be

genuine,  autonomous  higher-level  difference-making  causation.  I  will  first  review  the  basic

elements of the difference-making argument against causal exclusion. The discussion will focus on

the important semantic differences between the classical account of counterfactuals and the new

difference-making account  (in  particular  the idea of  weakening the centring requirement  of the

Lewisian semantics for counterfactuals).  I will first  argue that there are indeed good reasons to

make amendments to the classical view and that the difference-making account is thus on a right

track, and that its critical line against causal exclusion starts to look promising.

I will then turn this argumentation on its head: it seems that making the required amendments

to the classical view actually presupposes a very traditional view on how the higher-level properties

and  their  realisers  are  related  to  each  other,  and  that  the  higher-level  difference-making

dependencies hold only due to the lower-level causal relationships. This can be made particularly

clear by analysing particular extensions of the difference-making approach that attempt to combine

agential-level  indeterminism with  physical-level  determinism:  given  that  one  assumes  that  the

agential-level supervenes on the physical-level, the occurrence of every physical realiser will be

causally determined, which in turn will constitutively determine the occurrence of the supervening

agential  state,  and any agential-level  indeterminism will  thus  evaporate.  The difference-making

approach has erroneously assumed that one can restrict one's modal considerations to just a one

particular  level.  Even if  one  would  be  willing  to  admit  that  our  agential  discourse  allows  the

genuine existence of alternative possibilities – that from a purely agential  perspective a certain

ordering of possible worlds seems relevant – as soon as one ties the agential-level to the more basic

physical-level, considerations pertaining to this subvening level will start to have an effect on the

considerations concerning the supervening level, or, in other words, the set of agential possibilities

will be constrained by the set physical possibilities, and not the other way around.
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The basic lesson to be drawn from this is that the difference-making approach seems to be

confusing semantic analysis with ontic analysis. Giving precise semantic analyses of our higher-

level notions and causal discourse might be a worthwhile philosophical project in its own right.

However, if we are engaged with the project of trying to understand the real causal relationships

themselves,  we  should  let  the  actual  world,  not  our  semantic  intuitions,  function  as  the  final

arbitrator.



Marcin Milkowski (Institute of Philosophy and Sociology, Warsaw) 

Multiple realization: from Wunderwaffe to epiphenomenalism 
 
The received view on the multiple realization (MR) is that it makes reduction of 
explanatory entities posited in special sciences, in particular psychology, 
impossible. It was cited as the main reason for rejecting the type identity theory 
in favor of token identity. Moreover, MR was supposed to warrant the autonomy 
of psychology and other special sciences.  
I will argue that recent criticisms and developments have made most of MR 
arguments obsolete. First, the account of reduction assumed in the discussion is 
implausible. But there is progress in bringing various fields, theories, and models 
together that does not rely on logical derivation of laws. For this reason, even if 
MR arguments were successful, they would be of merely historical interest: Type 
identity may be defended, for example, as based on robustness analysis of 
multiple idealized models. 
Second, the notion of MR stands in the need of further clarification in 
explanatory contexts. I will argue that generally accepted principles of causal 
explanation will make realization relations epiphenomenal, hence explanatorily 
epiphenomenal. In other words, the price for autonomy might be 
epiphenomenalism. This is because of the requirements put by the notion of 
multiple realization: the differences between realizers have to be causally 
irrelevant to the explanation. So even if MR obtains, it’s of no explanatory 
interest. What’s explanatorily relevant are realized types and their properties 
that make causal difference to explananda. 
For these reasons, MR is no longer a wonder weapon against reductionism, and 
all it can bring to scientific theories is a fair amount of epiphenomenal entities. 
 



Can	Physicalism	be	Reductive?	

	
Non-reductive	physicalism	about	the	mind	is	roughly	the	view	that	mental	properties	are	real	and	irreducible,	yet	

dependent	on	fundamental	physical	properties	in	a	way	that	makes	them	physically	acceptable.	A	number	of	

physicalists	have	worried	whether	physicalism	can	be	non-reductive.	Specific	worries	concern	the	problem	of	mental	

causation	(Kim	1998,	2005;	Ney	2007)	and	whether	or	not	the	relevant	dependence	relation	can	be	spelled	out	so	as	

to	guarantee	physical	acceptability	(Wilson	2005).	Physicalists	convinced	that	these	worries	present	insurmountable	

obstacles	for	non-reductive	physicalism	appear	to	be	left	with	two	options:	Either	go	reductive	and	identify	mental	

properties	with	physical	properties	or	go	eliminative	and	deny	that	mental	properties	exist	at	all.	In	this	paper	I	will	

present	a	new	reason	for	thinking	that	only	the	latter	eliminative	version	of	physicalism	presents	a	true	option.		I	will	

do	this	by	arguing	that	reductive	physicalism	is	an	inherently	unstable	position.	The	reason	is	simple:	Since	identities	

are	reflexive,	the	view	that	mental	and	physical	properties	are	identical	cannot	distinguish	itself	from	versions	of	

dualism	and	idealism	that	are	incompatible	with	physicalism.	For	instance,	a	Berkeleyan	idealist	can	accept	that	

physical	properties	are	identical	to	mental	properties.	I	discuss	and	reject	various	replies	to	the	argument	–	that	

mental	properties	should	be	identified	with	broadly	physical	but	not	fundamental	physical	properties,	that	the	

relevant	mind-body	identity	is	non-numerical	(my	reply	to	both:	This	would	reintroduce	the	problems	facing	non-

reductive	physicalism)	and	that	reductive	physicalists	disagree	with	idealists	over	the	existence	of	physical	yet	non-

mental	properties	(my	reply:	This	presents	a	disagreement	only	over	the	scope	of	idealism	and	still	leaves	physicalism	

compatible	with	a	strong	form	of	dualism).	My	conclusion:	For	physicalists	about	the	mind	there	are	only	two	options:	

Non-reductive	physicalism	and	eliminative	physicalism.		
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Really	Rethinking	Multiple	Realizability	
	
	 Over	the	last	15+	years,	there	has	been	considerable	interest	in	rethinking	
multiple	realizabillity	on	two	fronts.		(This	is,	of	course,	a	prelude	to	the	
development	of	a	contemporary	perspective	on	reductionism.)		First,	Bechtel	and	
Mundale,	1999,	among	others,	made	the	case	that	we	should	rethink	multiple	
realization	in	the	light	of	actual	scientific	practice.		Second,	Shapiro,	2000,	among	
others,	made	the	case	that	we	should	rethink	multiple	realization	in	the	light	of-	the	
metaphysics	of	realization.		This	talk	will	pursue	one	dimension	of	this	rethinking,	
namely,	really	rethinking	the	ontology	of	realization	relations.				
	 The	first	thing	to	notice	is	that	many	discussions	of	multiple	realizability	
have	moved	more	or	less	interchangeably	or	indifferently	between	asking	whether	
functions,	individuals,	kinds,	processes,	predicates,	properties,	states,	and	
taxonomic	categories	are	multiply	realized.		As	a	conceptual	point,	these	are	distinct	
theoretical	issues.		Second,	and	more	controversially,	how	one	answers	some	of	
these	questions	leaves	open	answers	to	some	of	the	others.		Third,	and	most	
controversially,	it	appears	that	the	fundamental	ontological	question	is	the	
possibility	of	multiple	realization	among	properties.	
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On the Dependency of Empirical on Conceptual Reduction
Abstract

The project of providing a reductive account of intentionality is deeply rooted in the analytic tradition. It is 
motivated by the naturalistic orientation of analytic philosophy, that is, by its commitment to the so -called 
'scientific world view' according to which everything that is the case can be described in the language of modern 
natural science. The 'scientific world view' can only be reconciled with the claim that there are bearers of 
propositional attitudes – which seems almost undeniable as this claim plays a fundamental role in our thought 
and reasoning – by showing that every fact that is specified in terms of intentionality-related concepts, i. e. in 
terms of belief, intention and desire can be captured by a vocabulary that is suitable for modern natural science, 
that is, a vocabulary devoid of intentionality-related terms. 

The reductive accounts of intentionality that were popular in the early phase of analytic philosophy, e. g. 
behaviorism and central-state materialism, had the form of conceptual analysis. However, it became soon 
apparent – in particular due to the development of ordinary language philosophy – that a reductive conceptual 
analysis of intentionality-related terms meets insurmountable obstacles. Many adherents of the reductive project 
responded to these difficulties by settling for a merely empirical reduction of intentionality on the model of 
scientific reduction-claims as for instance the claim that water is H2O. In my talk I want to show that this move 
is futile since a reductive account of intentionality-related concepts that expresses an empirical truth is only 
possible if such an account can also be achieved by means of conceptual analysis. My argument for this claim 
can be summed up thus:

In order to justify an empirical reduction-claim  \∀x (Fx   Rx) one must rely on a class of sentences 
playing an extension-determining role vis a vis F. In the case of “water” this class includes for instance the 
following sentences: Water freezes at 0 degree Celsius; Water boils at 100 degree Celsius; The liquid filling the 
ocean, lakes and rivers consists for the most part of water.  The relevant class for a term F is the class of 
sentences to which the following conceptual truth applies: If all sentences of the class remain true under the 
condition that within them F is uniformly replaced by R, then the predicates F and R specify the same property. 
An empirical reduction claim \∀ x (Fx   Rx)   is vindicated by demonstrating that the antecedence of this 
conditional is true. The conjunction of all sentences belonging to the class in question form a theory of the 
property F that implicitly defines F. On the basis of this theory one can generate by means of David Lewis' 
method for defining theoretical terms an explicit definition of F, according to which F denotes the property of 
which that theory is true. The class of extension-determining sentences on which a reductive account of a 
vocabulary –  e. g. the vocabulary of central intentionality-related terms –  is based determines the extension of 
all terms belonging to the vocabulary at once. So the theory formed by the conjunction of all these sentences 
implicitly defines all elements of the target vocabulary as a package. Lewis calls the terms of a theory that are 
implicitly defined by it its T-terms and its other terms the theory's O-terms. If the O-terms of the theory on which
an empirical reduction of intentionality is based only consists of non-intentionality-related terms, then this theory
could be used to construct a reductive conceptual analysis of all central intentionality-related terms  by means of 
Lewis' method for defining theoretical terms. That the antecedence of this conditional is indeed true is made 
plausible by the following consideration: A reductive account of intentionality is supposed to vindicate the 
intentionality-related idiom in the face of the doubt with regard to its appropriateness as a vehicle for 
propositional knowledge arising in the context of the 'scientific world view'. It can only fulfill this function if it 
can be justified without presupposing that intentionality-related terms are suitable for expressing empirical 
knowledge. If the O-vocabulary of the theory by which the central intentionality-related terms are implicitly 
defined contained intentionality-related terms, then intentionality-related terms would occur in the empirical 
proposition derived from that theory by replacing any central-intentionality-related term in the theory by the 
non-intentionality-related term correlated with it by the reductive account. But the account must precisely be 
justified by appealing to the truth of this proposition. Therefore, the account could only be justified without 
begging the question with regard to the status of intentionality, if the theory of intentionality presupposed in the 
justification implicitly defines all its intentionality-related terms that would accordingly all belong to its T-terms.
So I come to the conclusion that an empirical reduction of central intentionality-related terms presupposes that a 
conceptual reduction of such terms is possible. 

The preceding argument does not turns on the specific nature of intentionality-related terms but only on 

vladim
Text napsaný psacím strojem
Peter Grönert (Leipzig University)

vladim
Text napsaný psacím strojem

vladim
Text napsaný psacím strojem

vladim
Text napsaný psacím strojem

vladim
Text napsaný psacím strojem



the characteristic function served by a reductive account of intentionality. This function matches that of a typical 
reductive explanation in philosophy. Here a reductive account generally aims to accommodate the employment 
of a particular, e. g. modal, teleological, normative, causal or intentionality-related vocabulary within a 
metaphysical background picture of the general form of reality, i. e. of the the type of vocabulary that is 
sufficient for describing everything that is the case. (Besides naturalism it is in particular empiricism that plays 
the role of such a metaphysical background picture in the analytic tradition.) Accordingly, the argument 
presented in my talk is of general significance for a discussion of reductive explanations in philosophy. 



About a criterion of evaluation of the prospects of reductionism
concerning the mind-body problem

My aim in this paper is to conjecture a criterion divided into four parts to judge the prospects of

reductionism concerning the mind-body problem.

The paper is developed in six steps. (1) I start with a formalization of the concept of “reduction”

that tries to point out the conceptual structure posited by that concept. (2) After the reasons for

which the concepts of “principle”, “identity” and “ground” are central for an accurate definition of

“reduction” have been illustrated, (3) a characterization of “reductionism” as a task to accomplish is

derived from those three concepts. (4) The four conditions that have to be satisfied for the task to be

accomplished  are  proposed  as  the  criterion  we  are  looking  for;  those  conditions  are:  (I)  to

demonstrate  that  there  is  a  relation  of  condition-conditioned  understood  as  a  logical  relation

between ground and consequent between two terms; (II) to demonstrate that there is a relation of

ontological  dependence  between  those  ground  and  consequent  ;  (III)  to  demonstrate  that  this

relation  involves  only  one  substratue;  (IV)  to  substitute  completely  the  conditioned  with  the

condition.

This paper ends with the proposal of two arguments grounded on the four conditions founded: (5)

the  first  one is  about  the exhaustivity of  reductionism and its  necessity as  explicative  strategy

concerning the ontological features of the mind-body problem; (6) the second one is a proposal of a

strategy to argue a possible limit of reductive explanation.
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Neural correlates of consciousness and the theory of identity  

 

 

Tracking the correlations between brain processes and states of phenomenal 

consciousness is the basic method of scientific research into consciousness. The general 

form of these correlations is the following: a subject verbally records the presence of a 

conscious mental state M and this state is accompanied by a brain process B, which is 

recorded by the scanner of brain activity. The detailed nature of brain processes that give 

rise to conscious states is left open by the notion of the neural correlate of consciousness 

(NCC). Yet precise localization of the NCCs is the first step towards a robust empirical 

theory of phenomenal consciousness. 

 

In contemporary science and philosophy the predominant tendency is to interpret the 

correlation of M and B materialistically: states of consciousness are tightly connected to 

material processes that take place in the brain and are detectable with the scanners. The 

correlation of M with B can also be interpreted dualistically. However, in our talk we 

accept materialism as our starting point. We aim to identify and overcome some of the 

internal problems of the materialist approach that arise when we are trying to make the 

notion of the NCC philosophically more precise. Specifically, we will try to show that the 

theory of identity, despite some unclarities, is a very promising account of the relationship 

of brain and consciousness, and that it is more appropriate than the popular accounts of 

mind-brain correlations in causal terms. We will also indicate how one can possibly 

overcome a well known criticism of the identity theory put forward by J. J. C. Smart, one 

of the classics of the theory. The criticism concerns the worry that brain states, unlike 

mental states, lack phenomenal aspects. 
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Abstract:

Since the early stages of development of quantum mechanics (QM), a great deal of effort has been 
put into accounting for the appearance of classical mechanics (CM). A number of tools in physics 
have been developed to satisfy this reductionist tenet, such as mathematical limits, Ehrenfest 
theorem, and decoherence. However much empirical success they have brought, recent criticisms 
have pointed towards devising a novel account of the so-called QM-CM limit. Motivated by such 
criticisms, and recent developments in physics such as Rydberg atoms and wavefunction scarring, 
Alisa Bokulich (2008) has developed her interstructuralist approach to the QM-CM relation. Her 
view goes beyond reductionism and also accommodates the practice of physicists who work in the 
region of phenomena between QM and CM. Further, it is supplemented by an original form of 
scientific explanation, whereby fictional entities play an indispensable role. Although she claims her 
view to be a realist one, spelling out what form of realism could her view be compatible with has 
been avoided (Bokulich 2008, 176). I argue that the realist character of interstructuralism is a 
challenge that has not received the attention it deserves. 

In this paper I briefly discuss Bokulich’s motivations for a novel account of the QM-CM relationship. 
Next, I review interstructuralism and articulate the tension with scientific realism, a broad construal 
of which takes the working posits as real (Psillos 2011, p. 15). Finally, I propose two possible ways 
to resolve the tension. (1) Favouring a view closer to pluralism, the realist should hold an 
instrumentalist attitude towards interstructuralism, taking it as a merely temporary solution to the 
QM-CM relationship. Alternatively (2), attempting to fulfil typically realist commitments derived from 
the explanation, and incorporating interstructuralism into realism, one should revise this novel view, 
specifying which aspects should really be ontologically committing. I will do so appealing to 
Saatsi’s (2016) distinction between the “thick” and “thin” explanatory roles.
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